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ABSTRACT

This is 3 Department of Army directed study designed to answer the
question on tactical wheeled vehicle fleet composition and requirements
as posed by the House Appropriations Committee of the United States
Congress. The methodology used the automated procedures established
throughout the Army for defining requirements and developing procurement
programs. These procedures are applied to eight alternative vehicle
fleets and the results are compared to a base case to establish the

preferred alternative.‘
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1-1. BACKGROUND. Since the Army Specia! Analysis of Wheeled Vehicles
Study (WHEELS) in 1972-1973, Congress has questioned the Army concerning
the implementation of study recommendations. As yet, the Army has not
adequately explained to Congress the reasons why thte Authorized
Acquisition Objective (AAO0) has fluctuated between and within the various
weight classes of vehicles. Until recently, the Army has not had a
system to capture the prime causes of the changes in vehicle
requirements. This is now being developed. Since the completion of the
WHEELS study, the Army force structure has changed significantly due to
the introduction of modern weapons systems and the addition of three new
combat divisions.

1-2.  STUDY DIRECTIVE. In response to questions from the Secretary of
Defense and the House Appropriations Committee, the Secretary of the Army
directed that a zero-based study of tactical wheeled vehicle requirenents
be conducted. As a result of this guidance, Headquarters, Department of
the Army (HQ, DA), directed the US Army Training and Doctrine Command
(USATRADOC) to conduct a study to examine tactical wheeled vehicles in
terms of fleet composition and vehicle quantities. HQ, TRADOC
subsequently directed the US Army Transportation School (USATSCH) to be
the study agency under the supervision of the US Army Logistics Center
(USALOGC). The Army plans to use the Tactical Wheeled Vehicle Fleet
study, after it has been approved, as the starting point of an audit
trail of tacticel wheeled vehicle requirements. The TRADOC Tactical
Wheeled Vehicle Requirements Management Office (TWVRMO) is finalizing the
methodolegy to provide periodic snapshots of the tactical wheeled vehicle
requirements to provide the audit trail between budget years.

1-3. STUDY OBJECTIVES. The study was done to accomplish the following
objectives:

a. Determine the payload categories and types of tactical wheeled
vehicles which would best meet the needs of the Army.

b. Prepare an acquisition program to include specification of the
number, type, and cost of vehicles required to *ransition from the
existing fleet to the preferred fleet.

c. Develop an implementation schedule to align current requirements
documents, Table of Organization and Equipment (TOL) and Basis of Issue
Plans (BOIP), with study results.

1-4. SCOPE. The study was planned as a two-phase analysis of tactical
wheeled vehicle requirements.




a. Phase I (to be completed by 1 Oct 80C).

(1) The study considers current TOE and BOIP (new equipment but
not new organizations) for which a defined Army master force structure
need (active and reserve) exists through 1986. Requirements of the 1986
master (programed) force, as opposed to the current force, allow
determination of a preferred vehicle fleet for which a transition plan
can be developed and costed.

(2) The study considers the numbers and costs of tactical
wheeled vehicles authorized by Tables of Distribution and Allowances
(TDA) and Modification TOE (MTOE) in describing alternative fleets
quantitatively. The rationale for this is that TDA and MTOE are the
authorization documents used to determine the numbers of vehicles to be
procured, whereas, TOE are the requirements documents used to determine
the types of vehicles required by the Army.

(3) The study considers the current vehicle fleet along with
planned acquisitions and projected losses as determined by US Army
Development and Readiness Command (USADARCOM).

(4) The study considers the currently defined FY 86 Army master
force as portrayed in the Force Accounting System (FAS) and Total Army
Analysis (TAA) 86.

b. A strategic mobility analysis of selected alternatives, Phase I
Addendum, will be accomplished by 15 January 1981.

c. Phase II, to be completed by 1 May 1982, will examine
requirements for tactical wheeled vehicies in developmental organizations
as documented in Army 86 studies.

1-5. LIMITS.

a. The study does not analyze current or projected force structure
requirements except as they relate to tactical wheeled vehicle needs.

b. The study does not analyze structuring of TOE's except for
tactical wheeled vehicles required by TOE/BOIP.

¢. The study does not analyze MIOE, TDA, and generated requirements
for types of vehicles except as the number of vehicles authorized impacts
on fleet quantities and costs.

a. The number of TOE units required by the Army is established by
the Army master force.

b. Except for tactical wheeled vehicles, the TOE/BOIP for units of
the Army are valid for the purpose of this study.

1-2




c. The kinds of vehicles to be found in the proposed fleet can be
determined by considering only the requirements which are derived from
the needs of TOE units, as opposed to TDA and MTOE organizations.

d. The divergence of MTOE authorizations for tactical wheeled
vehicles from TOE/BOIP requirements can be quantified and factored into
alternative tactical wheeled vehicle fleets.

e. US Army Training and Docirine Command-approved Standard
Requirement Codes/Automated Uni. References (SRC/AURS) for Army €6
represent valid organization ¢nd doctrine for phase Il of the study.

1-7. ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS. Answers to the following questions
were considered to be the key to development of study results and are
discussed in chapter 9.

a. MWhat quantities and mix of tactical wheeled vehicles are required
for mission accomplishment?

b. What are the development, procurement, and operating costs for 20
years of fleet operations?

c. Which alternative fleet will accomplish the mission at least
cost?

d. What is the preferred fleet of wheeled vehicles to satisfy the
Army's needs based on present organizations? Based on Army 867

e. For each vehicle type in the preferred fleet, what is the
quantity required and the time phasing necessary to replace existing
vehicles in the current fleet as they exceed age/condition criteria for
retention?

f. What acquisition strategy/plan can be developed to support the
preferred fleet?

g. What is the implementation schedule needed to change requirements
and authorization documents to reflect study results?

1-8. METHODOLOGY. The study develops equally effective, alternative
tactical wheeled vehicle fleets for the Army and compares the 20-year
program cost and manpower requirements for the alternative fleets. The
detailed steps in the methodology are summarized in figure 1-1.

a. First, TOE proponents (i.e., Infantry School, Armor School,
Academy of Health Sciences, etc.) analyzed tasks requiring tactical
wheeled vehicles.

b. The results were formatted as BOIP changes by TRADOC.

1-3
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c. The BOIP changes were applied to the force structure
authorization for equipment maintained in the Lngistics Structure and
Composition System (LOGSACS).

d. The resulting force structure authorizations for tactical wheeled
vehicles were used in the Materiel Readiness System (MARS) to determine
AAO which consists of force requirements, TDA requirements,
Prepositioning of Materiel Configured to Unit Sets (POMCUS), special
projects and contingencies, wartime consumption, mobilization training
losses and wartime active replacement--special allies.

e. Concurrent with the steps described above, Operating and Support
(0&4S) costs were developed for each vehicle by TARCOM.

f. Deployment schedule data was developed by TRADOC based on
distribution of assets.

g. 0&S costs for the fleet were calculated.

h. Lastly, fleet 0&S costs were combined with fleet procurement and
development costs to determine the total cost of the tactical wheeled
vehicle fleet over a 20-year period.

1-9. DATA BASES FOR STUDY. The data used by the study includes:

a. TOE current as of 6 May 1980.

b. HQ TRADOC-approved BOIP as documented in TRADGC BOIP summary
BPP26RL (6 May 1980).

c. The Army master force as documented in the Logistics Structure
and Ccmposition System (April 1980).

d. Tactical wheeled vehicle asset status provided by DARCOM, current
as of 30 September 1979.

e. Cost data provided by DARCOM, current as of 31 July 1980.

1-5




CHAPTER 2

ANALYSIS OF CONSTRAINTS, ASSUMPTIONS, AND LIMITS

2-1. INTRODUCTION. This chapter presents the analysis of constraints,
assumptions, and limits placed by study alternatives. The validity of
study results depends on assumptions used, and the use of these study
results must consider the limits within which they are valid. Resoluticn
of differences between alternatives and completeness of the set of
alternatives is impacted by constraints on alternatives. Analysis of
assumptions, limits, and constraints previously listed in chapter 1 is
continued here.

2-2. CONSTRAINTS. The following constraints were used in the study to
define and limit the alternatives considered.

a. Elimination of 1/2-Ton MULE and 8-Ton GOER. Because some of the
vehicle payload categories are no longer required #they are substitute
items in some cases), or because there are only a few vehicles remaining
in the inventory, and action is being taken to eliminate those vehicles
from the fleet, the study group (in coordination with DARCOM) reduced the
number of body styles of vehicles to be considered as requirements from
186 to 90 and in the process reduced the number of payload categories of
trucks from 7 to 5. Two payload categories, the MULE and the GOER, were
eliminated.

b. Inclusion of 10-ton truck in each alternative mix. Based on the
TRADOC-approved BOIP for a 10-ton truck (HEMTT) and supporting COEA (TACV
Addendum), there is a validated requirement for the 10-ton truck in the
Army to support Pershing II, Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS),
Patriot, and the major users of ammunition (artillery, armor and
mechanized infantry). Recognition of this requirement means that a
1G-ton truck would be included in any alternative fleet.

c. Truck-Tractors. The retention of five truck-tractors in 2ach
alternative fleet was based on their specialized capability and is
justified by the following rationale:

(1) The M915 line haul truck-tractor was designed to pull
semitrailer loads (containerized and break-bulk) weighing up to 34
short-tons (STONS).

(2) The M878 yard tractor was designed to quickly move trailer
loads in support of port cperations. This vehicle, required by the

transportation terminal service company, has a hydraulic fifth wheel
which eliminates the need to manuaily raise and lower trailer legs.

(3) The M916 light equipment transporter (LET) and the M920

medium equipment transporter (MET) were designed to transport 1ight and
medium engineer construction equipment.

2-1
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(4) The MI11 heavy equipment transporter (HET) was designed to
transport the main battle tank (60 STONS).

d. Affordability. In order to compare the resource requirements of
fleet mix alternatives on an effectiveness basis, the study analyzes
fleet mix alternatives at full AAO even though it is unlikely that the
AAO will be procured with current fiscal limitations. This study best
supports the Planning, Programing, and Budgeting System (PPBS) process by
providing a complete picture of the Army's needs for tactical wheeled
vehicles from which the impact of constrained resources can be measured.

2-3. ASSUMPTIONS. The following assumptions were made in accomplishing
the study:

a. The current and projected Army master force establishes a valid
requirement for the number of type units required by the Army.
Specifically, the Army master force outlined in the FAS, dated April
1980, was used.

b. The TOE/BOIP for type units (i.e., tank companies, artillery
batteries, etc.) of the Army are valid for purposes of this study except
for tactical wheeled vehicles. The intent of tais assumption is to
assure that this study be limited to a study of vehicles for Army units
rather than a far reaching study of the organizatiori of the units of the
Army.

c. The kinds of vehicles to be found in the proposed flect can be
determined by ccnsidering only the ro :quirements which are derived from
the needs of TOE units, as opposed to TDA and MTOE organizations. TDA
organizations are authorized mostly administrative vehicles of kinds not
to be examined in this study. The small numbers of tactical wheeled
vehicles used in TCA units are not based on the requirements of TDA
organizations but are selected from the Army inventory; therofore, their
use in the TDA units need not be considered when selecting the kinds of
vehicles to be found in the preferred fleet.

d. The divergence of MTOE authorizations for tactical wheeled
vehicies from 70t/B0iP requirements can be quantified and factored into
alternative tactical wheeled vehicle fleets. MTOL authorizations vary
the number of vehicles authorized by TOL according to theater special
needs, but do not establish a requirement for type vehicles. The purpose
of this assumption is to permit a timely analysis of the Army's worldwide
need for tactical wheeled vehicles by Cctober 1980 based on the
requirements documented in approximately 700 TOE with BOIP while
accounting for variances in authorization due to the approximately 8,000
MTOL/TDA organizations in the Army.

2-4, STUDY LIMITS.

a. The study does not analyze current or projected force structure
lunit) requirements.

2-2
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b. The study does not analyze structuring of TOE's except for
tactical wheeled vehicles required in TOE/BOIP.

c. The study does not analyze MTOE requirements nor TDA
requirements except as the number of vehicles impact on fleet quantities
and costs.

d. The study focuses on projected (1986) requirements in order to
develop a modernization plan.

e. The study uses the existing Army requirements and acquisition
data bases in order to compare alternative fleets. Study results,
therefore, may be used to support tactical wheeled vehicle requirements
in the Program Objective Memorandum (POM).

f. The study does not determine:
(1) Tactical wheeled vehicle useful life.

(2) The cost-effectiveness of tactical wheaeled vehicle rebuild
versus replacement vehicle procurement policies.

(3) Priorities of distribution of new or replacement
equipment.

g. The study does not dictate structure of specific TOE's with
regard to the functions to be performed by tactical wheeled vehicles. HQ
TRADOC, on recommendations of the TOE proponent agency, is responsible
for approving TOE changes.

h. The study does not develop or establish the need for new
tactical wheeled vehicie tyoes and models. The study uses cost data for
developmental vehicles and for new procurement of tyres presently in the
fleet.

2‘5- SUMHARY.

a. The constraints eliminate the 1/2-ton MULE and the 8-ton GOER
and establish the need for a 10-ton truck.

b. The assumptions provided a basis for examination of tactical
wheeled vehicle requirements from the unit level to fleet requirements.
Changes in the number of units in the Army can be expected to impact the
number {but not the type) of vehicles needed. Significant changes in the
unit organization, missions, and doctrine could change the Army's
requirement for types of vehicles. The study incorporates the impact of
known changes up to 1986. The ongoing Army 86 study does not establish
requirements for new types and payload categories of vehicles but may
impact numbers of vehicles needed. The second phase of the study will
focus on requirements generated by the Army 86 study to better define
tactical wheeled vehicle requirements after 1986.

2-3
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c. The study limits permit accomplishment of stated study
objectives. Some loss of accuracy is expected due to the extrapolation
of table of organization and equipment data from initial issue quantities
to full authorized acquisition objectives. Consistent application of the
limits to each alternative fleet permitted a fair comparison of
alternatives. No loss of accuracy is expected in determining the types
and payload categories of vehicles needed.
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CHAPTER 3
MISSION NEEDS

3-1. INTRODUCTION. The purpose of this chapter is describe development
of the Army's requirement for tactical wheeled vehicles. The Tables of
Organization and Equipment (TOE), which specify personnel and equipment
needed by type units to accomplish the unit mission, is the keystone in
the development of the number of tactical wheeled vehicles needed by the
Army. In chapter 4, the requirement for tactical wheele” vehicles will
be extended to the total Army requirement which is expressed as the
Authorized Acquisition Objective (AAOQ).

3-2. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES.

a. The following seven different weight classes of trucks are now in
use by the US Army: 1/4-T, 1/2-T, 5/4-T, 2 1/2-T, 5-T, 3-T, and 10-T
which constituted the starting point for requirement development. Within
each weight class, there are numerous variations as regards body, type,
special equipment, etc.

b. The Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) study group developed
an evaluation strategy which was both comprehensive and yet manageable.
This allowed the number of fleet mixes to be evaluated to be reduced to 9
from the potential of 127 that could be developed from seven payload
categories. A synopsis of this strategy is as follows:

(1) The 8-ton GOER was eliminated as it is no longer planned for
procurement.

(2) The 1/2-ton M274 (MULE) was eliminated as both the US Marine
Corps and the Army have determined that this special purpose payload
category should not be retained.

(3) Tne 10-ton truck (HEMI1) will appear 1n all alternative
fleet mixes.

(4) The remaining set of vehicles to be considered were placed
into two groups for which there are distinct Army needs:

(a) Group A (command and control, light cargo) consists of 1/4-
and 5/4-ton vehicles.

(b) Group B (prime movers and intermediate cargo) consists of
2 1/2- and 5-ton vehicles.

(S) Some of the requirements {light cargo) for vehicles in group
A could be met using vehicles from group B, but this would be
inefficient. Many of the towed loads requiring a vehicle prime mover
from group B could not be pulled by 1/4. or 5/4-ton vehicles. Use of the
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10-ton vehicle to perform payload ‘ndependent tasks such as priie mover
or shelter transport tasks, currently required of 2 1/2- and 5-ton

trucks, is inefficient. This rationale allows further reduction of the
mix alternatives according to the rule that a mix alternative must
contain at least one vehicle trom each of groups A and B.

(6) The nine mix alternatives retained for consideration are:

Truck Weight Class (TON)

Mix Alternative Group A Group B
1 Base Case 1/4 5/4 2 172 5 10
2 - 5/4 2 1/2 5 10
3 1/4 - 2 172 5 10
4 1/4 5/4 - 5 10
E 1/4 5/4 2 172 - 10
6 1/4 - - 5 10
7 - 5/4 2172 - 10
8 1/4 - 2172 - 10
9 - 5/4 - 5 10

3-3. ANALYSIS OF TOE TASKS REQUIRING TACTICAL WHEELED VEHICLES.
Analysis of TOE requirements for tactical wheeled vehicles was
accomplished by the 20 schools/centers responsible for developing and
documenting TOE. A list of those agencies and the TOE, designated by
Standard Requirement Code (SRC) number, are in appendix B. The analysis
began with a conference at Fort Eustis and concluded when the TOE
proponent agencies had satisfied the study group that they had followed
the established guidelines and directions.

3-4. PROPONENT AGENCY GUIDANCE AND DIRECTION. A TOE proponent agency
conference was conducted at the Transportation School to orient proponent
agency representatives on the methods of analysis of TOE task
requirements of trucks. The conference attendees were provided a study
plan briefing, a briefing on the master torce and Besis of issue Man
(BOIPY 2 briefing on the vehicle fleet and, lastly, a werking session

using TOE and the rules and guidance for task analysis from the study
plan.

a. Rules:
(1) Maintain a capability to do the job equal to the base case.

(2) Choose the least number of vehicles to do the job vor
payload dependent tasks such as amm:nition haul.

(3) Choose the smallest payload categary vehicle where the task
is payload independent, such as command and control.
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(4) Use trailers to the maximum extent feasible consistent with
unit mission.

(5) Combine tasks where feasible.
b. TOE guidance included the foliowing:

(1) Level 1 requirements for vehicles would be analyzed. (This
is the authorization level required for combat operations.)

(2) Current TOE (as of 6 May 80) would be analyzed.

(3) BOIP changes as documented in the TRADOC automated BOIP
summary, BPP26RL, 6 May, were applied to establisk the base case for the
study. Prior to analysis of alternative mixes of vehicies, the TOE
proponent agencies applied TRADOC-approved BOIP to their TOE to account
for changes in tactical wheeled vehicle requirements due to emerging
weapons systems and other new equipment programed for the Army. The
resulting "base case" reflects the personnel and equipment requirements
for Army units in 1986. A total of 450 BCIP were applied including those
for the XM1 tank, the Infantry Fighting Vehicle (IFV), and Cavalry
Fighting Vehicle (CFV).

(4) Augmentations to TOE would not be analyzed but cellular
teams (with SRC) must be analyzed.

¢. Equipment gquidance included the following:

(1) Generated requirements for vehicles did not have to be
analyzed by TOE proponents. These items were to be counted later in the
study (see chap 4) so that the number and cost of vehicles could be
determined.

(2) One-half ton MULE vehicles will be replaced in the base case

by a suitable 1/4-ton or 1 1/4-ton vehicle as determined by the TOE
pronnnent.

(3) The following guidance to TOE proponent agencies for
incorporating the High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicle (HMMWV) in
the study alternatives was provided. Those units normally operating
forward of the division rear boundary plus those units with a rear area
combat operation reactions force mission (e.g., military police) or those
units having a weapons systems requiring mobility must be equipped with
tactical 5/4-ton vehicles (HMMWV). Other requirements for 5/4-ton
vehicles would be filled by an M880 type <. uck.

(4) Similarly, 8-ton GOER vehicles will be replaced by a
suitable 5~ or 10-teon vehicle as per the 10-ton Heavy Expanded Mobility
Tactical Truck (HEMTT) BOIP.
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3-5, PROPONENT DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVE DATA. The detailed procedures
Jsed by all the schools is illustrated using a worksheet from the US Army

Infantry School. Table 3-1 is an extract of portions of the worksheet
used for the TOE for Headquarters and Headquarters Company (HHC),
Mechanized Infantry Battalion.

a. The heading of the worksheet identifies the HHC, Mechanized
Infantry Cattalion by SRC number 07046H020 with the proponent being the
US Army Infantry School and indicates that there are 113 of these units
in the master force.

b. The cclumn headings identify the paragraph number in the TOE in
which vehicle requirements are indicated, the tasks to be accomplished,
the task codes used for data processing purposes, and the nine
alternative mix columns for indicating vehicle choices.

c. The coding on the sample worksheet for the column entries for the
base case and alternative mixes 2 through 9 is shown by the following
example:

Vehicle Number of Drivers
Line Item Payload Tipe Primary Additional
Number Category Vehicle Quantity Duty Duty
X40009 2.5 K §Truck) 1 0 1
R (Trailer)

C (Tractor)

d. The first line shows that command and control tasks in Mix 1
(base case), have 1/4-ton trucks, two each, using one primary duty driver
and one additional duty driver. In Mix 2, they are replaced by two each,
5/4-ton trucks also with a primary and additional duty driver. On the
second iine, the 1/4-ton traiiers are no ionger needed when the 5/4-ton
truck replaces the 1/4-ton truck.

e. The third line shows the unit supply truck, one 2 1/2-ton with no
orimary duty driver and one additional driver that is replaced by a 5-ton
truck in Mix 4 on a !-for-1 basis. The comment "Same (1)*, used in Mixes
2, 3, and 5 columns, indicates that the vehicle shown in Mix 1 is also
used in that mix.

f. The fourth line shows a communications platform task performed by
al 1/4-ton truck with one additional duty driver and is replaced by two
each, 1/4-ton trucks with twn additional duty drivers in Mix 3. Further,
line 5 shows a requirement for two each, 1/4-ton trailers to complete the
accomplishment of this task.

g. Lines & and 7 show ammunition transport tasks accomplished by
five 5-ton trucks, each with a primary duty driver and three 1 1/2-ton
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trailers. In Mix 5, the task is accomplished by five each 10-ton trucks,
each with a primary duty driver. Remarks indicate that five trucks are
required because elements of the unit must be accompanied by their
ammunition basig load when they are cross-attached with a tank unit, for
example, the NA¢ note identifies the reason that the 1 1/2-ton trailers
are not required for Mix 5.

3-6. QUALITY CONTROL.

a. While the proponent schools were working on the development of
alternative input data, a quality control team from the study group
visited selected TOE proponents. The purpose of these visits was to
ensure that the guidance for the input data was being strictiy adhered
to.

b. Subsequent analyses of TOE by proponent agencies was staffed and
approved by the school commandants and agency commanders prior to
submission to the study group.

(1) Each TOE submitted by the proponent school/center was
checked against the master list of SRC scheduled to be in the FY 86 Force
Accounting System (FAS) to ensure that all TOE in the FAS were analyzed
by the responsible proponent.

(2) TOE worksheets were checked for format, to include proper
Lire Item Number (LIN), codes, and identification of primary and
additional duty drivers.

(3) TOE worksheets were further checked to see if the riies and
guidance for selecting alternative vehicles/trailers were followed and
that reasonable explanations were provided in those cases where vehicle
selection was contrary to the set rules and guidance (i.e., retention or
selection of a vehicle/trailer that was not under consideration in a
particular alternative).

7 Crmssat

J-7. SUMMARY:

a. Although the possible mathematical combinaticns of the Army's
seven weight classes of trucks total 127, applied logic narrowed to nine,
the number of mix alternatives analyzed.

b. These nine mix alternatives were 2nalyzed by the Z0 proponent
schools for the 700 plus tables of organization and equipment that
require tactical wheeled vehicles. This required the manual analysis of
approximately 8,000 tasks across the total table of organization and
equipment structure.

c. The study group developed 2 quality control mechanism that

included follow-through inspections and a reporting feedback procedure
that provided enhanced credibility for the study.
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d. The table of or?anization and equipment analysis b{ proponents
resulted in vehicle replacement ratios that came close to l-for-1 between

the alternative mixes.




CHAPTER 4

DEVELOPMENT OF FLEET MIX ALTERNATIVES

4-1. INTRODUCTION. The purpose of this chapter is to describe the
methodology used in the study to expand the results of Tables of
Organization and Equipment (TOE) analysis, described in chapter 3, into
the total Army requirement and procurement program for tactical wheeled
vehicles for each fleet mix alternative. The charts in figures 4-1
through 4-3 illustrate the process discussed in this chapter.

4-2. DEVELOPMENT OF FORCE REQUIREMENTS (fig 4-1). The Army process of
development of force requirements for tactical wheeled vehicles is
identified in the figure by solid lines. The process starts with
analysis of TOE requirements tc determine the types (payload categories)
of vehicles needed by the Army. A manual update of TOE was done to
account for the tactical wheeled vehicle requirements impact of emerging
weapons systems and organizational changes planned through 1986.
Generated requirements, for example, compressors which are required to be
mobile and are mounted on trailers, were counted but were not task
analyzed. The numbers of vehicles needed are determined from the
modified TOE authorization documents used by Army units in the field
multiplied by the number of units in the force structure corresponding to
those Modification TOE (MTOE). MTOE are routinely changed by Basis of
Issue Plan (BOIP) to account for new or replacement equipment items. As
indicated by the dashed arrow, the study group, in coordination with

proponent agencies, did manual updating of TOE and used BOIP formats to
configure the Army's authorization for tactical whe.led vehicles to the
alternatives studied.

4-3. DEVELOPMENT OF THE AUTHORIZED ACQUISITION OBJECTIVE (AAQ) (fig
4-2). The second step in determining the Army's requirement for tactical
wheeled vehicles is shown by the solid lines in the figure. The Force
Requirement for tactical wheeled vehicles is extended to the Initial
Issue Quantity (I1IQ) by add<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>